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Remarks 

The Office Action dated June 17, 2011, has been carefully reviewed and the foregoing 
Amendment and remarks have been made in consequence thereof. 

Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 10-15, 18-25, and 27-31 are now pending in this application. Claims 1- 
8 and 10-31 stand rejected. Claims 3, 4, 5, 7, 16, 17 and 26 have been canceled. 

Applicants appreciate the courtesies shown to Applicants' representatives by Examiner 
Lanier in the August 30, 2011 telephonic interview. During the interview, Applicants' 
representatives and the Examiner discussed the rejections made under 35 U.S.C. § 112. No 
demonstration was given, and no exhibit was shown. Applicants' record of the substance of the 
interview is further incorporated into the following remarks. 

The rejection of Claims 1-8 and 10-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph is 
respectfully traversed. Applicants respectfully disagree with the assertion made on page 3 of the 
Action that the "specification does not support the claim amendments that specify that the stream 
of data that is accessed by the subscriber is later made unusable to the subscriber after the 
supervisory processor configuration is altered." Initially, and as discussed during the interview 
referenced above, the claims have been amended to recite that data that is accessible, rather than 
data that has been accessed, by the subscriber is made unusable. Applicants respectfully submit 
that the originally filed specification conveys to one having ordinary skill in the art that the 
Applicants possessed the claimed invention at the time the application was filed. More 
specifically, a person with ordinary skill in the art, taking the application as a whole, would have 
understood the specification to describe a method for protecting data that includes rendering data 
that is accessible by a subscriber unusable by the subscriber using obfuscation. 

The originally filed application teaches that a business entity may protect "proprietary 
data" using measures including, but not limited to, "obfuscating the data before transmitting the 
data over a network" (see paragraph [0018]). The data may be "obfuscated at the data source" 
(see paragraph [0019]). A supervisory processor (304) is configured to execute software 
instructions based on a processor configuration (310), and may be coupled to a subscriber 
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network segment (306) through a port (314) (see paragraph [0021]). Processor (304) 
"determines from configuration 310 whether to transmit the data to subscriber segment 306. 
Processor [304] may transmit the data to segment 306 by . . . deobfuscating the data at port 314 if 
the data is obfuscated" (see paragraph [0023]). One skilled in the art would have understood that 
if data is transmitted by "deobfuscating the data at port 314", then data is not transmitted by not 
"deobfuscating the data at port 314" (see paragraph [0023]). To "protect the data" when a 
subscriber violates terms of an agreement, the business entity may "'turn off the data, such that 
the owner [i.e., the subscriber] is no longer able to use the data" (see paragraph [0023], emphasis 
added). The business entity may "turn off the data "by sending a command through segment 
308 that alters configuration 310", by entering "a command locally at processor 304 that alters 
configuration 310", or "configuration 310 may be altered automatically at the expiration of a 
predetermined time period" (see paragraph [0023]). Thus, when the data is turned "off, the 
configuration (310) of processor (304) may be altered, and the processor (304) may determine 
from the altered configuration (310) to not transmit the data by not "deobfuscating the data at 
port 314" (see paragraphs [0018]-[0024]). Independent Claims 1, 12, and 22 have each been 
amended to address the issues raised in the Office Action and during the interview. Support for 
the amendments can be found in at least paragraphs [0018]-[0031]. Accordingly, Applicants 
submit that Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 10-15, 18-25, 27-31 satisfy Section 112. Claims 3, 4, 5, 7, 16, 17 
and 26 have been canceled. For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Section 112, first paragraph, rejection of Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 10-15, 18-25, 27-31 
be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claims 1-8 and 10-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph is 
respectfully traversed. Independent Claims 1, 12, and 22 have each been amended to address the 
issues raised in the Office Action. Support for the amendments can be found in at least 
paragraphs [0023] and [0030]. Accordingly, Applicants submit that Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 10-15, 18- 
25, 27-31 satisfy Section 112. Claims 3, 4, 5, 7, 16, 17 and 26 have been canceled. For at least 
the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the Section 112, second 
paragraph, rejection of Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 10-15, 18-25, 27-31 be withdrawn. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all the claims now active in this 
application are believed to be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and favorable action 
are respectfully solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Robert B\Rdf 
Registration No. 45^ 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 
7700 Forsyth Boulevard, Suite 1800 
St. Louis, Missouri 63105 
(314) 621-5070 
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